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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 13-16 and 19-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by McGibbon et al. 

Re claims 13-16 and 19-22, McGibbon et al. discloses a method of making a 
composite leaf spring (10): to a rear attachment system mounted to a vehicle mainframe 
comprising the steps of; (1 ) forming a rearward leaf spring segment as an end of a 
composite leaf spring; (2) attaching a shear damper (24) between the rearward leaf 
spring segment and the vehicle mainframe such that the rearward leaf spring segment 
is longitudinally movable parallel to the vehicle mainframe as the shear damper moves 
in shear. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Duchemin in view of McGibbon et al. 

Re claims 1-6, Duchemin discloses a leaf spring (1) comprising: a forward leaf 
spring segment (right side) comprising an arcuate member (4) extending therefrom; a 
rearward leaf spring segment (left side) of a lesser depth and a greater width than said 
forward leaf spring segment; and a mounting segment (2) intermediate said forward leaf 
spring segment and said rearward leaf spring segment. As can be seen in figures, at 
least a portion of the forward leaf spring segment is of greater depth and lesser width 
than the rearward portion. (Figures 1-7) However, Duchemin does not teach wherein 
the leaf spring is a composite. McGibbon et al. teaches a composite leaf spring. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have used a composite material in the spring of Duchemin since it is well 
known in the art that composites are lightweight. 

5. Claims 7-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Duchemin in view of McGibbon et al. and further in view of Davis et al. (US 4,623,133). 

Re claims 7-15 and 18-22, Duchemin teaches a suspension comprising a leaf 
spring (1) comprising a forward leaf spring segment (right side) defining an arcuate 
segment (4), a rearward leaf spring segment (left side) and a mounting segment (2) 
intermediate said forward leaf spring segment and said rearward leaf spring segment. 
(Figures 1-7) However, Duchemin does not teach wherein the leaf spring is a solid 
composite. Davis et al. teaches a solid leaf spring. It would have been obvious to one 
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of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have made a leaf spring 
solid in order to increase it's strength. McGibbon et al. teaches a composite leaf spring. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have used a composite material in the spring of Duchemin since it is well 
known in the art that composites are used for their strength. Further, Duchemin does 
not teach a rear attachment system comprising a shear damper mounted to the 
rearward spring segment. McGibbon et al. teach a rear attachment system comprising 
a shear damper (24) mounted to the rearward spring segment. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have used the shear damper of McGibbon et 
al. in the system of Duchemin since it is well known that shear dampers are used in 
suspension systems to reduce the shear stresses on leaf spring suspensions. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed December 7, 2004 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). It is acknowledged that Duchemin does not teach wherein the leaf spring is 
formed from a composite material. McGibbon et al. is relied upon for this teaching. 
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Further, applicant argues that Duchemin's leaf spring is not solid and that the 
retainer assembly would be inoperable. This argument is moot in view of the new 
rejection above. 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971 ). The examiner maintains that the use of composites in leaf springs is well known 
in the art for its strength and lightweight characteristics. 

Conclusion 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Melanie Torres whose telephone number is (703)305- 
0293. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 6:30 AM - 4:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Bucci can be reached on (703)308-3668. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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